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Abstract. Ontologies enable knowledge sharing and interdisciplinary collaboration by providing standardized, structured 

vocabularies for diverse communities. While logical axioms are a cornerstone of ontology design, natural language elements such 

as annotations are equally critical for conveying intended meaning and ensuring consistent term usage. This paper explores how 

meaning is represented in ontologies and how it can be effectively represented and communicated, addressing challenges such as 

indeterminacy of reference and meaning holism. To this end, it proposes an approach founded on the use of a new structure, named 

“ontological component” and defined by: a term-centered design; enhanced characterization of both formal and natural language 

statements; an operationalizable definition of communicated meaning based on general assertions; and the integration of natural 

language elements into the logical theory. By formalizing the meaning of ontological components, this work seeks to enhance the 

semantic robustness of terms, improving their clarity and accessibility across domains. Furthermore, it aims to address practical 

challenges in applied ontologies, such as facilitating reuse and managing versioning, thereby strengthening their role in diverse 

applications. 
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1. Introduction 

Interoperability, the ability to exchange data and knowledge across diverse domains and systems, is a field 

of research that has received considerable attention over the years. However, achieving interoperability 

becomes increasingly challenging with the advent of big data (volume, velocity, variety) and fat data (wide 

arrays of measurements along varied axes for a given phenomenon). For example, in the health domain, new 

analytical methods for learning health systems rely on clinical data obtained from patient charts, sensor data, 

biobank data points, quantified self-time series, environmental data points and social care narratives. 

The use of applied ontologies to improve interoperability between information systems has been studied 

for a while in various domains (Ganzha et al., 2017; Karan et al., 2016; Liyanage et al., 2015). Ontologies 

offer formal, source-independent representations that are not dependent on specific data models tied to 

particular technologies or formats. However, their practical applications are often constrained within their 

domains as they typically require a pre-existing, consensually shared representation of a portion of reality 

among the ontology’s authors and users. In this context, the primary function of an ontology is to 

unambiguously reference parts of this portion of reality or parts of this shared representation, depending on 

the philosophical approach. Indeed, a common use of ontologies is to provide a publicly accessible, coherent 
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body of knowledge that supports scientific projects undertaken by various teams worldwide, for example 

with the OBO Foundry in the biomedical domain (Smith et al., 2007). 

Yet, as our comprehension of the world deepens, we uncover interrelations across diverse theories and the 

boundaries between academic disciplines are becoming increasingly porous. This shift is further aggravated 

by the emergence of complex global issues whose resolution requires an approach that transcends traditional 

domains. Interdisciplinary collaboration has thus evolved from a desirable goal to a necessary enterprise.  

Interdisciplinarity requires a level of interoperability that transcends established domain boundaries. 

Several communities from different domains can benefit from the same piece of data. However, it is 

unrealistic to create and maintain a large number of alignments between a piece of data and domain-specific 

knowledge representations. 

Combining ontologies from disparate fields into a single, comprehensive one is challenging. For example, 

merging ontologies from biology and environmental science would create not only a massive ontology, but 

also one where entities at the intersection of these domains might have redundant representations or be limited 

by domain-specific perspectives, potentially leading to gaps in knowledge and logical inconsistencies.  

One proposed solution to improve ontology-based sharing and collaboration is modularization. Numerous 

modularization techniques exist (Cuenca Grau, Horrocks, Kazakov, et al., 2008), with MIREOT (Courtot et 

al., 2011) and Locality-Based Modules (LBM) (Del Vescovo et al., 2012) among the most widely used. 

However, MIREOT primarily targets direct hierarchical relations and annotations, leaving the import of non-

taxonomic axioms to the user’s discretion. This approach can result in importing only a subset of the relevant 

knowledge, potentially leading to logical contradictions (Slater et al., 2016). Although LBM-based methods 

provide robust logical foundations and computational efficiency, they require careful user input when 

defining the module’s initial signature. Without this, the resulting modules risk being either overly large or 

incomplete (Del Vescovo et al., 2020). Generally, modularization techniques emphasize formal ontology 

aspects over natural language definitions, although the latter are arguably essential components of ontologies 

(Neuhaus & Smith, 2008). Moreover, these techniques are applied a posteriori, aiming to segment an 

ontology that was not originally designed for modularization. As a result, extracting relevant terms from 

existing ontologies while maintaining their representational integrity remains a challenging task, hindering 

effective ontology reuse (Kamdar et al., 2017). Instead, this article proposes an a priori approach on basic 

constituents of ontologies, identifying their minimal dependencies on other entities. 

Additionally, it is crucial to communicate the meaning of such representations as clearly as possible, 

ensuring they are equally accessible to all users, regardless of their domain expertise. This clarity should also 

help to prevent misunderstandings when these representations are combined with each other or with external 

ontologies. 

Furthermore, as knowledge and requirements evolve over time, these representations should be capable of 

evolving as well. To facilitate this, they should be designed according to existing guidelines (Matentzoglu et 

al., 2018) for easy updates with minimal resources and should support multiple versions, allowing for the 

concurrent progress of ongoing projects alongside those adopting newer versions. 

This work focuses on such representations that are referred to as “ontological component” in the remainder 

of this article. The next sections delve into the characterization of meaning within ontologies, explore how 

meaning is communicated and highlight current challenges in this area. We then propose strategies to address 

these challenges and present an approach to implement them through the use of ontological components, 

whose key characteristics are discussed. Thus, this will lay the foundations enabling us to address in future 

work issues related to versioning and reuse. 
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2. Meaning and ontologies  

Addressing the question of meaning within ontologies first requires clarifying key terms in our context. 

The term “ontology” is subject to various interpretations within the field of knowledge engineering, some of 

which are detailed below. While some of the formalizations discussed here are grounded in first-order logic, 

we focus on the practical aspects of our work on their applicability to description logic, specifically SROIQ 

(Horrocks et al., 2006) as implemented in OWL 2 (Cuenca Grau, Horrocks, Motik, et al., 2008). 

The notion of meaning has been extensively discussed in philosophy. Among its foundational aspects is 

Frege's distinction between “sense” and “reference” (Zalta, 2024). According to this distinction, the reference 

of a term is the actual portion of reality to which the term points. In contrast, the sense of a term concerns the 

way in which it points to that portion of reality. A classic illustration of this distinction is found in the terms 

“evening star” and “morning star”, which both refer to the same object (the planet Venus) but differ in their 

senses. Sense and reference are closely aligned with the notion of intension and extension respectively, which 

are more commonly used in logic and set theory. The extension of a term refers to the set of all entities in the 

world to which the term applies, while its intension denotes the set of properties or attributes shared by all 

those entities. Intensions might be represented as a function from possible worlds to extensions, and can be 

seen as a way of formalizing Frege’s idea that sense determines reference (Fitting, 2022).  

In this paper, we adopt a classical, so-called internalist view of meaning, which holds that the meaning of 

a term is determined by internal, cognitive factors rather than external referents. This perspective closely 

associates meaning with intension, situating it either within the cognitive structures of its users or within the 

language in which the term is used—both of which are examined below. We also examine how meaning is 

conveyed and the challenges encountered in its communication. 

2.1. Meaning within the cognitive structure 

2.1.1. Extensional approach 

The most cited definition of an ontology emanates from Gruber (1993), was later expanded by Borst et al. 

(1997) and then synthesized by Studer et al. (1998) as follows: 

“An ontology is a formal, explicit specification of a shared conceptualization.” 

The terms “explicit” and “formal” indicate that the types of concepts used and the constraints on their 

application are clearly defined in a formal language, such as first-order logic, as used by these authors. 

Describing the conceptualization as “shared” means that an ontology captures consensual knowledge—

knowledge that is not unique to an individual but is accepted by a group. 

The authors draw on the notion of conceptualization defined by Genesereth and Nilsson (1987). A 

conceptualization consists of a tuple (S = (D, R)), composed of a set of objects considered for a given 

representation, known as the universe of discourse (D), along with the sets of relations of arity n between 

these objects (R).  

There are several key points to note in this definition of conceptualization. First, Genesereth and Nilsson 

adopt a broad definition of what is an object. Objects include instances and classes, tangible (such as a 

physical entity), abstract (like a mathematical concept), or even fictional (such as a unicorn). For these authors, 

an object is “[…] anything about which we want to say something.” (Genesereth & Nilsson, 1987). This 

conception of the universe of discourse has the benefit of enabling us to discuss hypothetical entities that 
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might not exist in our world, such as a future manned mission to Mars, a hypothetical elementary particle, or 

even unicorns (Schulz et al., 2011). In particular, this contradicts the realist approach, in which ontologies 

represent particulars, universals, or defined classes that exist according to our best scientific knowledge (Arp 

et al., 2015). Proponents of the realist approach argue that by grounding ontologies in widely accepted 

scientific theories, it provides a common foundation that helps reduce conceptual idiosyncrasies and improves 

interoperability. 

 Second, this definition considers a conceptualization as purely extensional, equating a concept solely with 

its reference. As a result, any change in reference, such as adding or removing an instance for example, alters 

the conceptualization. This approach ties a conceptualization to a particular state of the world and fails to 

capture the term’s meaning, its intension, which is distinct from its extension. 

2.1.2. Intensional approach 

To overcome these limitations, Guarino et al. (2009) propose a new definition of an ontology that endorses 

an intensional approach to conceptualization. The authors expand on Genesereth and Nilsson’s 

conceptualization (the tuple S = (D, R)), which they reframe as an “extensional relational structure.” They 

define an extensional interpretation function I that maps a language L to this structure, assigning each symbol 

in the vocabulary V of L either to an element of the universe of discourse D or to an extensional relation in 

R. The pair (M = (S, I)) consisting of the extensional relational structure S and the interpretation function I is 

named an “extensional first-order structure” and will be referred to as a “model for the language L” in the 

remainder of this article (Figure 1). 

 

 
Figure 1 – Representation of an extensional first-order structure (a model for the language L) according to Guarino et al.   

The authors base their definition of a conceptualization on the notions of intensions and possible worlds. 

Within this framework, a concept is identified with an intensional relation ρ, that is a function that takes as 
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input a possible world and return the corresponding extension in that specific possible world. This provides 

an account of meaning that considers all the different ways the world could have been, or all the possible 

states of affairs. 

Formally, they define a conceptualization, or “intensional relational structure,” as a triplet C = (D, W, ℜ), 

where D is a universe of discourse, W is a set of possible worlds and ℜ is a set of intensional relations on the 

domain space (D, W). Each intensional relation ρ ∈ ℜ is a function that takes as input a possible world w 

belonging to W and returns an element of the universe of discourse (D) or an extensional relation belonging 

to R, thus collectively defining an extensional relational structure for every possible world w.  

The authors also define an “intensional first-order structure,” also named an “ontological commitment,” as 

a tuple K = (C, 𝕴), where 𝕴 (called an “intensional interpretation function”) is a function that associates each 

vocabulary symbol of V either with an element of D, or with an intensional relation belonging to the set ℜ. 

In summary, while a model directly maps V to an extensional relational structure in a possible world w, an 

ontological commitment maps V to an intensional relational structure, which assigns to each possible world 

of W a corresponding extensional relational structure. The connection between a model and an ontological 

commitment is established via the notion of “intended model”, formally defined by the authors as follows: 

 

A model M = (S, I), with S = (D, R), is called an intended model of L according to K iff: 

• For all constant symbols c ∈ V, I(c) = 𝕴(c) 

• There exists a world w ∈ W such that, for each predicate symbol v ∈ V there exists an intensional 

relation ρ ∈ ℜ such that 𝕴(v) = ρ and I(v) = ρ(w) 

 

In other words, an intended model of a language L according to an ontological commitment K = (C, 𝕴) is 

a model M = (S, I) for which there exists a certain world w such that for every term in the vocabulary V, the 

interpretation function I assigns to this term the value that the intensional relation ρ associated by 𝕴 to that 

term takes in that world w (identifying constants with intensional relations that take the same value across all 

possible worlds). 

In this framework, an ontology for an ontological commitment K is a logical theory in a language L 

designed to ensure that its set of models (in the sense of model theory) aligns as closely as possible with its 

set of intended models (Figure 2). 

It is important to recognize that an ontology’s specification of a conceptualization is an approximation. To 

accurately reflect the conceptualization, “as closely as possible” in the words of the authors, it is crucial to 

select an appropriate vocabulary and domain of discourse. For the authors, this process involves defining a 

language to describe the conceptualization and constraining its interpretations through axioms that ensure 

that only models aligned with the intended conceptualization are captured. 

Regarding possible worlds, several philosophical theories have been proposed to envision them, with the 

most prominent being concretism, abstractionism, and combinatorialism (Menzel, 2024): 

• Concretism posits that all possible worlds exist concretely and equally. According to this view, there 

is no fundamental difference between the actual world and other possible worlds. Additionally, an 

entity does not exist across different worlds (there is no transworld identity) but instead may have 

counterparts in other worlds. 

• Abstractionism, on the other hand, treats possible worlds as abstract entities. The actual world is 

concrete, whereas possible worlds can be conceived as states of affairs that capture the way things 
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could be. In this conception, entities can exist across various possible worlds (transworld identity is 

possible). 

• Combinatorialism suggests that there is a single concrete actual world, and all possible worlds are 

constructed by recombining simple elements of the actual world. Transworld identity is also possible 

in this theory, as possible worlds are recombinations of the same entities. However, it implies that 

possible worlds can only include entities that already exist in the actual world. 

 
Figure 2 – Representation of an ontology according to Guarino with two models of V, Mw1 and Mw2, respectively in possible worlds w1 and w2. Mw1 

and Mw2 are intended models of the ontological commitment K because they are compatible with the values taken on by the ontological 

commitment in their respective worlds. For clarity, it excludes constants from its vocabulary to represent instances and therefore has an empty A-

box.  
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Guarino et al. propose an interpretation of possible worlds as: “[…] a combination of actual (observed) 

states of affairs […]” which seems similar to combinatorialism. In that case, all possible worlds are made of 

the same individuals albeit in different relations.  

Some criticisms of this definition of an ontology have been raised. Neuhaus puts forward several arguments, 

both practical and philosophical (Neuhaus, 2017). Notably, he challenges the proposition that mental 

conceptualizations are intensional relational structures for several reasons. First, this view would imply that 

an agent’s brain contains information about all possible situations, entities, and the relationships between 

them—something that is clearly impossible. Second, it would suggest that every conceptualization we possess 

functions as a mapping that associates possible worlds with the extension of that concept in those worlds. 

This is not necessarily true, as our understanding of certain domains can be superficial and incomplete. As 

the author suggests as an illustration, we might recognize that birches and aspens are distinct types of trees 

without being able to distinguish between them in reality, which means we cannot accurately determine their 

extensions. In addition, as we learn to differentiate between these trees, our conceptualization may evolve 

without changing the extension itself. Lastly, large ontologies are typically the product of collaborative efforts 

involving many individuals, each with their own conceptualization of the domain, which contradicts the idea 

of an ontology representing a singular, shared conceptualization. Instead, Neuhaus suggests that while 

intensional relational structures are useful formal tools for modelling the human ability to classify objects 

and relations, they do not reflect the real nature of conceptualizations. 

Another important point to note about the previous definitions is that they restrict an ontology to its logical 

theory, which overlooks much of the information it contains. As a matter of fact, natural language annotations 

play a crucial role in establishing the authors’ intended interpretation and in conveying the full breadth of 

information within an ontology. 

2.2. Meaning within the language 

In another article, Neuhaus (2018) emphasizes the importance of vocabulary and annotations in 

establishing the desired interpretation of an ontology. The author offers the following informal definition: 

“An ontology for a given domain of interest is a document that provides: 1) a vocabulary to describe the 

domain, 2) annotations that document and explain the vocabulary, and 3) a logical theory, comprising axioms 

and definitions, for the vocabulary. Together, these elements enable a competent user to determine the 

intended interpretation of the ontology.” 

Indeed, while logical theories upon which ontologies are built may be isomorphic from a purely logical 

standpoint, their ontological meaning can differ significantly depending on the choice of vocabulary and 

annotations. The use of natural language terms complements the logical theory, helping users identify the 

ontology’s subject matter, mitigating ambiguities, and understanding the propositions it asserts (Neuhaus & 

Smith, 2008). To explore these issues, we examine the ontology and universe of discourse shown in Figure 3. 

For simplicity of exposure, our approach methodologically aligns with Guarino’s perspective, in which 

linguistic symbols points towards intensional relations that, in turn, correspond to specific extensional 

relations across possible worlds. 
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Figure 3 – Example of an ontology and a universe of discourse based on Guarino’s framework. For clarity, a single world (w0) is considered, the 

ontology excludes constants from its vocabulary, and the ontology encompasses only taxonomical axioms.  

2.2.1. Terms and labels 

The ontology vocabulary terms in Figure 3 are globally unique identifiers (GUID), such as “OID_02.” 

Notably, the string “OID” stands for “Ontological IDentifier,” a term defined later in this article. These 

identifiers1 allow to clearly distinguish the ontology’s terms, i.e., the set of non-logical symbols that forms 

its signature, from the natural language annotations used to interpret them. This reduces ambiguity and 

facilitates multilingual use. This approach reflects common practice in applied ontologies, where 

vocabularies often consist of arbitrary terms, such as “http://purl.obolibrary.org/obo/OGMS_0000031” in the 

OBO Foundry for example. 

Let’s consider now that the author adds the label “apricot” to the term “OID_02”. Label assignment is often 

done in applied ontologies through the use of the annotation property “rdfs:label” as follows: 

 

A1: OID_02 rdfs:label “apricot”@en 

 
1 For clarity, identifiers like “OID_02” are considered globally unique in this paper. However, in real-world applications, they 

would contain too few characters to serve this purpose effectively and should be completed by some prefix. 



 P. Fabry et al. / From conceptualization to operationalized meaning via ontological components 

 

 

 

 To note, we adopt RDF’s syntax for internationalized strings (RDF 1.1 Concepts and Abstract Syntax, 

2014) to specify the language used (e.g., “@en” for English). Notably, the meaning associated with a string 

varies depending on the language. For instance, the string “coin” constitutes a word referring to a corner in 

French and another one referring to a round piece of metal used as currency in English. 

This annotation property is defined as follows: “rdfs:label is an instance of rdf:Property that may be used 

to provide a human-readable version of a resource’s name.” (RDF 1.2 Schema, 2024). This definition clearly 

distinguishes between a label (e.g., “apricot”) and a term (e.g., “OID_02”). According to this distinction, the 

label “apricot” in A1 would not be interpreted as an intensional relation but rather identify a term (i.e., 

“OID_02”) that does. However, the string “apricot” would constitute on one hand a label identifying a term 

within the ontology and, on the other hand, for English speakers, a word that points towards an intensional 

relation which may or may not align with the intensional relation pointed at by “OID_02”.  

The lack of this distinction in many applied ontologies can lead to confusion. For example, when both a 

term and its definition are present, users may interpret each differently. In healthcare, labels like 

“hospitalization” illustrate this issue: users would have differing interpretations of this term (e.g., whether an 

emergency room stay is part of a hospitalization or not), leading to potential misunderstandings depending 

on how the term is defined. This also illustrates the importance of definitions. 

2.2.2. Definitions 

The primary role of definitions in ontologies is to clarify the meanings of terms and eliminate ambiguity, 

thereby aligning lexical usage among users (Seppälä, Ruttenberg, Schreiber, et al., 2016). Therefore, 

ontological definitions serve a stipulative linguistic function by adjusting the recipient’s lexical competence 

to match the usage of proficient speakers within a specific domain. To achieve this, definitions must be 

carefully crafted to be relevant to their context and target audience. Good practices in writing definitions for 

ontologies (Seppälä et al., 2017) recommend an Aristotelian structure, often represented by the formula “X 

is a Y that Z”, which consists of three key elements: 

• The definiendum: This is the term we are trying to define. It is the “X” in the formula.  

• The copula: This is the element that establishes the link between the definiendum and the definiens. 

It is the “is a” in the formula above. 

• The definiens: This is the set of terms used to define the definiendum. It is the “Y that Z” in the 

formula. The definiens is usually composed of two parts: 

o The genus (Y): This is the generic term that places the definiendum in a broader category. 

o The differentia(s) (Z): This is the specific characteristic that distinguishes the definiendum 

from other entities belonging to the same genus. 

An important aspect of definitions is the relationship between the definiendum and the definiens, marked 

by the copula. Traditionally, definitions use an equivalence relation, where the definiens provides necessary 

and sufficient conditions (NSC) for the definiendum. However, definitions can also express other types of 

conditions. Partial definitions, for instance, specify necessary but not jointly sufficient conditions (NC). 

Ideally, ontologies should contain only definitions with necessary and sufficient conditions, as their linguistic 

function is to eliminate ambiguity. However, this ideal is not always achievable, as it can sometimes be out 

of reach to provide a statement that meets both criteria. 

Let’s consider the terms “OID_02” and “OID_03” from figure 3 that the ontology author defines 

respectively as “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.” and “A tropical fruit.”.  
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From a practical standpoint, for example in the OBO Foundry, definitions are typically created using the 

annotation property “definition” (IAO_0000115) from the Information Artifact Ontology (Smith & Ceusters, 

2015) as follows:  

 

A2: OID_02 IAO_0000115 “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

A3: OID_03 IAO_0000115 “A tropical fruit.”@en 

 

This property implies that the condition should be necessary and sufficient; however, it is not always used 

with this intent and may sometimes indicate partial definitions. For example, in A2 the nominal group “A fruit 

of the tree Prunus armeniaca” is the definiens, following the genus/differentia structure with “fruit” as the 

genus and “of the tree Prunus armeniaca” as the differentia. In this case, the author specifies the definiens as 

both a necessary and sufficient condition for the definiendum. In other words, within the context of the 

ontology every entity characterized by “OID_02” is a fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca, and every fruit of 

the tree Prunus armeniaca is characterized by “OID_02”. On the other hand, A3 is to be considered a partial 

definition as the author specifies the definiendum as a necessary condition for the definiendum: while every 

entity characterized by “OID_03” is a tropical fruit, not every tropical fruit can be characterized by “OID_03”. 

2.2.3. Analytic/synthetic distinction 

An ontology includes various types of annotations beyond labels and definitions. Relevant annotations 

encompass any material that documents the vocabulary or logical axioms, such as natural language definitions, 

comments, and examples. Another way to categorize them is by using the distinction between synthetic and 

analytic statements, which can be traced back to Kant (Rey, 2023). An analytic statement is one whose truth 

depends on the meanings of its terms alone. A classical example is the statement “All bachelors are unmarried” 

that is analytically true because the predicate is used in the definition of the subject, e.g., a bachelor is 

unmarried by definition. In contrast, a synthetic statement is one whose truth does not depend solely on the 

meaning of its terms. For example, “All bachelors are happy” is a synthetic statement; its truth cannot be 

determined from the meanings of its terms alone and instead requires empirical verification. 

Kant also proposed the distinction between a priori beliefs that are justifiable independently of experience, 

like “A triangle is a polygon with three corners and three sides”, and a posteriori beliefs, that need to be 

empirically verified, like “Water boils at 100°C under standard pressure at sea level”.  

These two distinctions allow the categorization of statements in four types: analytic a priori, analytic a 

posteriori, synthetic a priori, and synthetic a posteriori. The existence of synthetic a priori statements (and 

to a lesser extent, of analytic a posteriori statements) is a matter of debate that has been going on among 

philosophers since then, and on which we will not take a stance here. In this paper, we consider only analytic 

statements that are a priori and synthetic statements that are a posteriori. 

While not explicitly framing it as analytic/synthetic, Neuhaus and Hastings (2022) differentiate between 

“meaning postulates” that “[…] reflect a terminological choice of the ontology developers, and, thus, contain 

no empirical assertion about the world” and “falsifiable knowledge”, which: “[…] would represent a claim 

about the world, which could be empirically falsified […]”. According to these authors, the truth of the latter 

depends on the meanings established by the former. Thus, the main task of an ontology is to create a formal 

vocabulary through meaning postulates (analytic), which can then be used to express empirical statements 

(synthetic). However, this distinction is usually not made explicit in applied ontologies.  
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Those insufficient characterizations—whether in labels, definitions, or the analytic or synthetic nature of 

statements—will impede clear communication of the ontology’s meaning, compounding its inherent 

challenges.  

2.3. Communication of meaning 

According to the definitions mentioned earlier, a key aspect of an ontology is that it is intended to be shared, 

typically between its authors and a community using it for communication. These definitions, however, 

assume that a pre-existing, consensual representation of a portion of reality is shared between the ontology’s 

authors and its users, with the ontology’s function being to unambiguously refer to specific elements of this 

shared representation. As is suggested in (Neuhaus & Hastings, 2022), such consensus does not necessarily 

pre-exist; rather, ontology development involves actively constructing this consensus through a process of 

mediation and negotiation. 

To achieve this, unambiguous communication of ontology terms is crucial for users to accurately discern 

the intended interpretation. Previous work has already addressed several issues in communication between 

an ontology’s authors and its users, such as the possibility of making errors (Fabry et al., 2023). Additionally, 

we point out two significant challenges in this communication: indeterminacy of reference and meaning 

holism (Barton et al., 2024). 

The indeterminacy of reference is a philosophical problem that highlights the difficulty of determining 

with certainty to which part of reality a term refers. The canonical example is the “Gavagai” scenario 

proposed by Quine (2013). Imagine a linguist studying an unknown language. A speaker of that language 

points to a rabbit and exclaims, “Gavagai!” The linguist cannot determine with certainty whether “Gavagai” 

refers to the rabbit in its entirety, or to a specific part of the rabbit, or to expressions such as “let’s eat this” 

or “we’re lucky” if the speaker is superstitious and associates the sight of a rabbit with good luck. 

This problem also arises in the field of ontology development due to several factors. In the process of 

constructing formal definitions in ontologies, terms are defined using other terms, which in turn may rely on 

yet further terms for their definitions. Eventually, this chain leads to one or both of the following scenarios 

(Barton et al., 2024): 

• Circularity: where the definition of a term t0 ultimately refers back to itself (i.e., t0 is defined using 

a chain of terms that loops back to t0). Circularity can exacerbate indeterminacy of reference, 

creating a network of interdependent terms whose meanings remain ambiguous. 

• Primitiveness: where certain terms remain undefined, lacking any formal statement within the 

ontology. Primitive terms, without formal clarification, are open to varying interpretations. 

Different users may conceptualize them differently, even if they agree on the same ontological 

statements. 

Meaning holism, as traditionally defined (Jackman, 2020), asserts that the meaning of a term depends on 

the meanings of all other terms within a language. If that ubiquitous, meaning holism would present a 

significant challenge to ontology development, as any change in the meaning of one term would impact the 

meanings of all others. Our work has shown that meaning holism presents substantial challenges for ontology 

engineering which can be mitigated by adopting a certain conception of meaning (Barton et al., 2024) that 

will be extended below. 

Both meaning holism and indeterminacy of reference highlight the delicate nature of meaning 

communication. From a practical point of view, this challenge is further complicated by the tendency to reuse 

ontological terms in contexts that may diverge significantly from their current use. This issue is particularly 
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relevant in biomedical ontologies, where reusing existing ontologies or their components is encouraged 

(Smith et al., 2007). While this practice enhances flexibility in ontology creation and allows for leveraging 

domain expertise from other groups, there is a risk of altering their intended meaning depending on the axioms 

imported from other ontologies. This issue is magnified in interdisciplinary contexts, where individuals from 

different fields are more likely to have significantly divergent conceptualizations associated with similar 

terms. However, some mitigation strategies can be considered. 

3. Mitigating meaning communication challenges  

Based on our previous work, we propose a multi-pronged approach to address these issues. For exposition 

reasons we build upon the influential framework proposed by Guarino et al. (2009) and will discuss its limits 

(especially those by Neuhaus (2017)) in the Discussion section. Specifically, we recommend adopting a term-

centered development focus, endorsing an entailment-based meaning specification, and providing a unified 

framework for logical and natural language statements.  

3.1. Term-centered development 

Traditional ontological engineering often represents an entire domain through a network of terms, with 

many deriving their meaning from axioms expressing their relationships to one another. Meaning holism and 

the indeterminacy of reference pose a challenge to the semantic robustness of such a network. Regardless of 

the network’s size or how well defined are the constraints regimenting the use of those terms, their 

understanding ultimately depends on the choice of primitive terms or textual definitions. While this 

vulnerability may not be evident when the network is viewed as a whole within its original community, it can 

become more problematic when part of the network is considered in a different context, such as when 

integrated into another ontology.  

To address this, we propose creating each term within a minimal module including logical axioms and 

natural language annotations constraining its meaning. Each ontological term is created to identify a single 

intensional relation— a function that maps each possible world to an extensional relation within that world 

(see Figure 2). This intensional relation is the term’s meaning as intended by the term’s author. 

Investigating the ontological nature of this intensional relation, whether within the author’s cognitive 

structure or elsewhere, is beyond the scope of this article. However, we assume methodologically an ideal 

case where the author(s)2 is fully aware of this intensional relation and aims to communicate it as accurately 

as possible. To achieve this, it is first essential to be able to refer to this intensional relation unambiguously 

by using an ontological identifier (OID), defined as follows: 

 

Ontological identifier=def. A globally unique identifier resulting from a dubbing process during an 

ontological engineering activity that identifies an intensional relation. 

 

An important aspect of this definition is that the dubbing process—where a semantic value is arbitrarily 

associated with a symbol—occurs within ontological engineering activities (Neuhaus & Hastings, 2022). An 

 
2 In complex ontologies where multiple authors may work on the same term, Neuhaus notes that these reflect diverse, often 

significantly different, conceptualizations rather than a single shared one. For simplicity, we set aside this criticism in this article. 
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OID is specifically created to identify an intensional relation (its intended meaning), rather than repurposing 

an existing identifier for this purpose. To note, for the remainder of this article, the intensional relation 

identified at by e.g. “OID_01” will be referred to as “ρOID_01.” 

The author aims at communicating the term’s intended meaning through various statements that describe 

the intensional relation that a reader may associate to this term. This set of statements constitutes the meaning 

specification communicated to the user. The goal is for users to develop their own intensional relation (that 

we call “understood meaning”) through their interpretation of the meaning specification, aligning it as closely 

as possible with the author’s intended meaning. Based on the above considerations on ontological term’s 

meaning, two characteristics seem especially important for these statements: their analytic or synthetic nature, 

and their status of necessary, sufficient, or necessary-and-sufficient condition. Additionally, centering 

development around an OID also requires formulating all relevant statements specifically in relation to that 

OID. However, logical axioms are usually not intrinsically associated to a particular term. For instance, in 

description logic an axiom like “OID_02 ⊑ OID_01” is not more intrinsically associated with OID_02 than 

with OID_01. 

To meet these requirements, we propose representing each statement as a quadruplet specifying: a subject 

OID, the analytic or synthetic nature of the statement, the type of condition it satisfies—necessary (has_NC), 

sufficient (has_SC), or both necessary and sufficient (has_NSC)—and the characterization, which consists 

of the natural or formal language elements the OID’s author deems suitable for conveying its intended 

meaning or other relevant information in the case of synthetic statements.  

The subject OID and the characterization each point towards an intensional relation that maps an 

extensional relation to each world, and the condition type defines the relation between these extensional 

relations for some possible world(s). For example, a characterization being an analytic necessary condition 

for an OID means that for every world the extensional relations relative to the OID are included in the 

extensional relations relative to the characterization. This approach extends the classical structure of a 

definition (definiendum, copula, definiens) for broader applicability. It accommodates statements beyond 

strict definitions, such as synthetic statements or statements expressing sufficient conditions. In this article, 

the syntax for writing such statements separates each part with a pipe (|) as follows:  

 

OID | A/S indicator | condition type | characterization  

 

These statements are named “OID statement” and are defined as follows: 

 

OID statement=def. A statement with a quadripartite structure consisting of an OID, an analytic/synthetic 

indicator, a condition type, and a characterization, where the analytic/synthetic indicator and the condition 

type express together a constraint relating the intensional relation identified by the OID to the intensional 

relation pointed by the characterization. 

 

To note, the characterization can be another OID, a logical expression using OIDs and logical symbols, or 

a natural language expression, with each pointing to an intensional relation. For example, the previous axiom 

“OID_02 ⊑ OID_01” can now be expressed, if we consider it as analytic, as two distinct OID statements: 

“OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01” and “OID_01 | Analytic | has_SC | OID_02,” respectively 

pertaining to OID_02 and OID_01. Likewise, the previous definition A2 (e.g., OID_02 IAO_0000115 “A 

fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en) can be expressed as the following OID statement: 

“OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en” 
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This unidirectional representation of statements, alongside the analytic/synthetic distinction previously 

mentioned, enables a new conception of meaning specification.  

3.2. Entailment-based meaning specification 

In (Barton et al., 2024), we proposed a conception of the meaning of an ontological term grounded in the 

principle that its meaning is determined by general analytic claims about it, that is, analytic statements 

expressing a necessary (that may be a necessary and sufficient) condition. Indeed, knowledge representation 

efforts primarily focus on determining the essential, universally applicable features of a term (Munn & Smith, 

2008). 

In this respect, analytic statements, whether expressed in the ontology’s logical language or in natural 

language, aim to capture the fundamental aspects of the intensional relation identified by the ontological 

identifier (OID). Among them, Seppälä et al. (Seppälä, Ruttenberg, & Smith, 2016) emphasizes the primacy 

of necessary conditions over sufficient ones, as the former provide general characterizations of a term, 

applying to all instances of that term. Furthermore, statements expressing sufficient conditions can also be 

interpreted as necessary conditions when viewed in reverse and thus effectively expresses a general claim on 

a term possibly outside of the initial scope, carrying the risk of altering its meaning.  

Therefore, synthetic statements or statements expressing a sufficient condition on a term are not part of the 

meaning specification of this term. Additionally, tautological statements, such as “OID_02 ⊑ ⊤” or 

“OID_02 ⊑ (OID_01 ⊔ ¬OID_01)” for example, should not be included either. In logic, tautologies are 

always true regardless of the model, rendering it uninformative for specifying a term’s intension.  

Conversely, only non-tautological analytic statements that capture the general aspects of an intension—

articulated through statements of either necessary conditions (NC) or necessary and sufficient conditions 

(NSC)—are included in the meaning specification. These statements are referred to as “analytic entailment” 

and the collection of these statements for a given OID is named “entailment-based meaning specification”. 

Considering the previous example, “OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01” expresses a necessary 

condition on OID_02 and is thus an analytic entailment member of OID_02’s entailment-based meaning 

specification, while “OID_01 | Analytic | has_SC | OID_02” expresses a sufficient condition on OID_01 and 

is therefore not a member of OID_01’s entailment-based meaning specification. 

3.3. Unified framework for logical and natural language statements 

Natural language plays a crucial role in ontologies (Neuhaus & Smith, 2008), as they would likely be 

unintelligible without natural language annotations. In standard ontologies, natural language statements are 

clearly distinct from logical axioms. As noted earlier, natural language is susceptible to meaning holism and 

indeterminacy of reference. Even when two individuals agree on an ontology’s formal axioms, their 

interpretations may differ due to varying understandings of the associated natural language descriptions 

(Fabry et al., 2023) (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4 – Representation of a possible misunderstanding between an author and a reader following Guarino’s framework. In this example, the 

reader associates the word “apricot” only to the ripe fruits and assumes that the extension in w0 of the intensional relation identified by “OID_02” is 

limited to ripe apricots. 

Establishing a clear link between formal and natural language statements is essential. Let us now reconsider 

the definitions mentioned above: 

 

A2: OID_02 IAO_0000115 “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

A3: OID_03 IAO_0000115 “A tropical fruit.”@en 

 

OID statements allow us to express the different types of definitions implicit in natural language. For instance, 

A2* and A3* explicitly articulate the necessary and sufficient conditions, and the necessary conditions, 

respectively, as conveyed in A2 and A3:  

 

A2*: OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

A3*: OID_03 | Analytic | has_NC | “A tropical fruit.”@en 

 

An important philosophical consideration with these statements lies in the handling of the nominal groups, 

as each contains multiple distinct terms (e.g., “fruit,” “tree,” “Prunus armeniaca”) that might be interpreted 

independently. Theories of meaning in natural language are a subject of ongoing debate in philosophy, and a 

full exploration lies beyond the scope of this article. An important notion in this domain is compositionality—

the idea that the meaning of a complex expression is determined by the meanings of its parts, or lexical units, 

and how they are combined. This principle helps explain our ability to understand a possibly infinite number 
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of sentences we have never encountered before (Szabó, 2024). Although there is no universally accepted 

definition of a lexical unit, it can be understood as an element of a language’s lexicon that carries its own 

meaning and can be combined with other lexical units to form complex expressions. Lexical units are not 

limited to single words; groups of words, such as idiomatic expressions (e.g. “let the cat out of the bag” or 

“yellow fever”) can also be considered lexical units.  

We will adopt the methodological view that the natural language components of such annotations can be 

considered holistically, as lexical units, serving as input for an interpretation function in their entirety and 

thereby denoting an intensional relation. In other words, for the author of the OID statement A2* and A3*, 

“A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.” and “OID_02” identify the same intensional relation, while “A tropical 

fruit.” points towards an intensional relation whose extension in each world includes the extension of the 

intensional relation identified by “OID_03” in this world. 

However, not all elements of natural language in an ontology are meant to identify intensional relations. 

Currently, the rdfs:label annotation property does not differentiate between natural language elements used 

for their mnemonic value and those that precisely represent the intensional relation they identify. To eliminate 

this confusion, we will define an information content entity constituted by a string chosen for its mnemonic 

value to denote an ontological term as a “human-readable identifier” (HRI). An HRI by definition does not 

contribute to the meaning content of an OID. Taking as example A1: 

 

A1: OID_02 rdfs:label “apricot”@en 

 

An author would have at least two (non-exclusive) options as illustrated below:  

 

A1
*: OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “apricot”@en 

A1
’: OID_02 HRI ‘apricot’ 

 

On the one hand, the author could choose to acknowledge the semantic of the word “apricot” (i.e., the 

intensional relation it identifies) and include it in the ontology’s vocabulary (A1*). On the other hand, the 

author could characterize the string “apricot” as a human-readable identifier for OID_02 (A1’) and instead 

rely on the semantics of the nominal group “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.” to better communicate its 

intended meaning as illustrated in figure 5. 
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Figure 5 – The proposed framework would allow distinguishing natural language characterization in the logical language’s signature and human-

readable identifier. 

We also consider these natural language characterizations part of the ontology’s logical theory signature, 

permitting their use within the logical theory alongside OIDs: so, in the above example, “A fruit of the tree 

prunus armeniaca”@en is part of the ontology’s signature exactly like “OID_01” and “OID_02”. Rules for 

regimenting their use will be detailed in the next section. 

To enable the practical application of the strategies for mitigating meaning communication challenges 

discussed in this section, we introduce the notion of “ontological component”. 

4. Ontological component: operationalizing meaning 

As mentioned earlier, we methodologically assume the existence of an intensional relation which its holder 

wants to communicate as accurately as possible to others. This intensional relation is identified by an OID 

and is communicated through statements expressed in both natural and formal languages.  

This set of statements, categorized in detail below, forms the core of an ontological component (OC). We 

then provide a comprehensive definition of an OC’s meaning and discuss how it can be operationalized using 

the underlying logic. 

4.1. Ontological statements 

While we emphasized the importance of OID statements, they are not the only type of statement relevant 

to an ontological component; a more comprehensive categorization of statements is needed. In (Neuhaus, 

2018), the author distinguishes between assertive and non-assertive statements: 

• Assertive statements include logical axioms and assertive annotations, aiming to assert true 

propositions about the ontology’s domain. The information in assertive annotations can be partially 
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or fully represented by the logical axioms; however, complexities in formalization or limitations 

of the logical language may prevent a complete representation. 

• Non-assertive statements are annotations that do not assert truths about the ontology’s domain; 

rather, they provide contextual information or metadata. These annotations are typically not 

incorporated into the ontology’s logical theory, as they do not directly relate to the modelled 

domain. 

We adopt a similar classification, distinguishing between assertive statements, the OID statements previously 

mentioned, and non-assertive statements, named “Ontological component statement” or “OC statement.” 

These sets of statements are disjoint. 

OC statements include the previously mentioned HRI statements, as well as other types such as metadata. 

These are not further addressed here as they are not directly involved in specifying an OC’s meaning. They 

will be detailed in a subsequent work on the implementation of ontological components. 

The analytic/synthetic distinction plays a pivotal role in our approach, and we propose integrating it into 

Guarino’s representation of conceptualization. Specifically, we aim to formalize this distinction within the 

context of possible worlds semantics. As previously noted, the truth of an analytic statement derives solely 

from the meaning of its terms, making it necessarily true in any possible world. Analytic statements are 

further classified into three types as follows: 

 

Analytic necessary OID statement=def. An OID statement stipulating that, for every world w ∈ W, the 

extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation identified by its subject OID is included in 

the extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation pointed at by its characterization. 

Example: OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01, which stipulates that for every world w ∈ W, ρOID_02(w) is 

included in ρOID_01(w). 

 

Analytic sufficient OID statement=def. An OID statement stipulating that, for every world w ∈ W, the 

extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation pointed at by its characterization is included 

in the extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation identified by its subject OID. 

Example: OID_99 | Analytical | has_SC | OID_01, which stipulates that for every world w ∈ W, ρOID_01(w) 

is included in ρOID_99(w). 

 

Necessary and sufficient OID can be simply defined as OID statements that are both necessary and 

sufficient.  

 

Analytic necessary and sufficient OID statement=def. An OID statement that is both an analytic necessary 

OID statement and an analytic sufficient OID statement. 

 

That is, an analytic necessary and sufficient OID statement stipulates that, for every world w ∈ W, the 

extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation identified by its subject OID is identical to the 

extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation pointed at by its characterization. 

Example: OID_02 | Analytical | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca”@en, which stipulates that 

for every world w ∈ W, ρOID_02(w) is identical with ρOID_01(w). 
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In contrast, the truth value of a synthetic statement does not derive solely from the meaning of its terms. 

Instead, it typically requires empirical verification in our world and cannot be assumed to hold universally 

across all possible worlds. This limits its validity compared to an analytic statement, which is true in all 

worlds. Further investigation is required to investigate which worlds exactly are concerned in synthetic OID 

statements and thus provide an exact definition. As this would require deeper investigations into the 

metaphysics of possible worlds, we leave this question open for now, relying on an intuitive notion of 

synthetic statements – like many former works (including (Guarino et al., 2009)) on the topic did. 

Consequently, we do not propose exact definitions for these statements, but rather the following elucidations: 

 

Synthetic necessary OID statement: An OID statement stipulating that, at least for our world but not for every 

world w ∈ W, the extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation identified by its subject 

OID is included in the extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation pointed at by its 

characterization. 

 

Synthetic sufficient OID statement: An OID statement stipulating that, at least for our world but not for every 

world w ∈  W, the extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation pointed at by its 

characterization is included in the extensional relation associated to w by the intensional relation identified 

by its subject OID. 

 

However, we can still propose an exact definition for a synthetic necessary and sufficient OID statement: 

 

Synthetic necessary and sufficient OID statement=def. An OID statement that is both a synthetic necessary 

OID statement and a synthetic sufficient OID statement. 

4.2. Underlying logic 

We implement ontological components in this paper in description logic (DL), specifically a fragment of 

the SROIQ language underlying the Web Ontology Language (OWL 2). As we will show below, the general 

approach involves translating OID statements into DL axioms for reasoning tasks, which may lead to the 

inference of new DL axioms. These can then be reverse translated into new OID statements. 

First, synthetic and analytic statements are treated identically during reasoning tasks. In the examples 

below, we use the notation “[A/S]” to indicate when the analytic or synthetic nature of an OID statement is 

irrelevant. However, as we will demonstrate, this distinction is crucial for identifying which statements should 

be considered when evaluating the meaning specification of an OC. 

Second, the condition type in OID statements can be expressed in DL according to the equivalences in 

Table 1. 

Table 1 - OID statements type condition and their equivalence in description logic axioms. 

OID statement Description logic axiom 

OID_A | [A/S] | has_NSC | characterization OID_A ≡ characterization 

OID_A | [A/S] | has_NC | characterization OID_A ⊑ characterization 
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OID_A | [A/S] | has_SC | characterization characterization ⊑ OID_A 

 

To note, it is assumed that characterizations are always expressed in DL, with natural language 

characterizations treated as integral elements of the signature of the ontology’s logical theory. Additionally, 

when the characterization is a DL anonymous class, an OID statement expressing a sufficient condition may 

be translated into a general class axiom in DL. For example, the following OID Statement: “OID_09 | [A/S] | 

has_SC | ∃OID_10.OID_11” will be translated in a general class axiom: “∃OID_10.OID_11 ⊑ OID_09”. 

However, if the characterization is also an OID, it may be represented simply as a taxonomic axiom. 

Furthermore, because the language’s signature includes some nominal groups alongside OIDs, a 

verification step is required during reverse translation to ensure that the OID statements resulting from 

inferred DL axioms are valid. Consider the following OID statements: 

 

OS1: OID_01 | [A|S] | has_NSC | “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

OS2: OID_02 | [A|S] | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

OS3: OID_02 | [A|S] | has_NC | OID_01 

 

These statements are translated into description logic as follows: 

 

DL1: OID_01 ≡ “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

DL2: OID_02 ≡ “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

DL3: OID_02 ⊑ OID_01 

 

From these, the following axioms can be inferred: 

 

DL4: OID_02 ⊑ “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

DL5: “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en ⊑ “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

 

DL4 can be reverse translated as: 

 

OS4: OID_02 | [A|S] | has_NC | “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

 

However, reverse translation cannot be applied to DL5, as it would result in a statement without an OID as 

its subject (e.g., “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca”@en | [A|S] | has_NC | “A mature ovary of a seed-

bearing plant.”@en, which is not a valid OID statement). 

4.3. Meaning specification of an ontological component 

What we will call here the "meaning specification of an ontological component" pertains to the intensional 

relation the OC encapsulates. This encapsulation is achieved through the inclusion of: 1) the OID denoting 

the intensional relation, and 2) the relevant statements that describe the intensional relation. As outlined 

earlier (cf. 3.2), these relevant statements, referred to as analytic entailments, are defined as follows: 
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Analytic entailment=def. An OID statement that is analytic, non-tautological and whose condition type 

specifies a necessary (that might be necessary and sufficient) condition. 

 

To effectively illustrate the meaning specification derived from these analytic entailments, referred to as 

“entailment-based meaning specification,” we will examine the following set of assertive OID statements 

relevant to the domain represented in Figure 3.  

 

(EX1) OID_01 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

(EX2) OID_01 | Analytic | has_NC | ¬OID_99 

(EX3) OID_01 | Analytic | has_SC | ”Apple”@en 

(EX4) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

(EX5) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01 

(EX6) OID_02 | Synthetic | has_NC | “Contains vitamin A.”@en 

(EX7) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_99 ⊔ ¬OID_99 

(EX8) OID_03 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01 

(EX9) OID_03 | Analytic | has_NC | “A tropical fruit.”@en 

(EX10) OID_99 | Analytic | has_NC | ¬OID_10 

 

Our focus will be on a specific OC, encapsulating the intensional relation identified by “OID_02” and 

referred to as “OCOID_02.” In this case, the author aims to represent and communicate about their intensional 

relation of what is an apricot.  For that purpose, they create an OID (“OID_02”) to identify this intensional 

relation, along with a set of OID statements: {EX4, EX5, EX6, EX7}. 

Among all these statements, EX3 expresses a sufficient condition, and EX6 is a synthetic statement. While 

they may help readers understand the intensional relation identified by the OID, they are not part of an OC’s 

meaning specification: synthetic statements may be empirically falsified, and sufficient condition statements 

do not make a general claim about their subject. Analytic OID statements for OCOID_02 are the following: 

 

(EX4) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

(EX5) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01 

(EX7) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_99 ⊔ ¬OID_99 

 

The characterization in EX7 (“OID_99 ⊔ ¬OID_99”) is a tautology. This also excludes EX7 from 

OCOID_02’s meaning specification. The first two statements (EX4, EX5) are analytic entailments and constitute 

the asserted entailment-based meaning specification of this OC and is defined as: 

 

Asserted entailment-based meaning specification of an ontological component=def. The collection of all 

asserted analytic entailments of this ontological component. 

 

However, these statements in our example are insufficient to comprehensively constitute the OC’s meaning 

specification, as their characterization mention other OID (e.g., OID_01 in EX5). In order to do so, several 

steps must be taken. First, one must recursively include all analytic entailments whose OID are referenced in 

the original statements’ characterization. These statements form the analytic theory of an OC that is defined 

as follows: 
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Analytic theory of an ontological component=def. The collection of analytic entailments that includes the 

asserted entailment-based meaning specification of this ontological component, along with the asserted 

entailment-based meaning specification of all OCs whose OIDs are recursively mentioned within it. 

 

To note, the analytic theory for a given OC may include OID statements belonging to other OCs (e.g., EX1 

and EX2 belong to OID_01 OC). In our example, the analytic theory of OCOID_02 is as follows: 

 

(EX1) OID_01 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en 

(EX2) OID_01 | Analytic | has_NC | ¬OID_99 

(EX4) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

(EX5) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01 

(EX10) OID_99 | Analytic | has_NC | ¬OID_10 

 

Second, leveraging the underlying logic described above, this analytic theory, including statements that 

have a natural language characterization, can be translated into DL, enabling the derivation of new DL axioms. 

These axioms can then be reverse translated into inferred analytic entailments. In our example, two new 

analytic entailments are inferred for the OC: 

 

(EX1
*) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en  

(EX2
*) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | ¬OID_99 

 

As a reminder, “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en belongs here to the non-logical vocabulary 

of the theory: more specifically, it is the name of a class. These inferred analytic entailments are added to the 

analytic theory of OID_02 OC to constitute its deductive closure. Then, all asserted and inferred analytic 

entailments whose subject are “OID_02” are extracted. In our example, these entailments are the following 

statements: 

 

(EX1
*) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | “A mature ovary of a seed-bearing plant.”@en  

(EX2
*) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | ¬OID_99 

(EX4) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NSC | “A fruit of the tree Prunus armeniaca.”@en 

(EX5) OID_02 | Analytic | has_NC | OID_01 

 

These analytic entailments constitute the entailment-based meaning specification (EBMS) of an 

ontological component (OID_02 OC in our example), which is defined as follows: 

 

Entailment-based meaning specification of an ontological component = def. The collection of all asserted 

and inferred analytic entailments on this component. 

 

Consequently, the meaning specification of an OC cannot be determined entirely independently from other 

OCs. However, this interdependence enables us to identify the external statements the meaning specification 

depends on, and to evaluate the extent to which inferred analytic entailments derived from the combination 

of multiple OCs may belong to the meaning specification of each. 
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4.4. Definition of an ontological component 

 To summarize the approach outlined above, consider an author aiming to represent and communicate 

about something (ex. apricots). The author wants to communicate their intensional relation (ρ) (ex. ρapricot) 

which is a function that assigns to each possible world a specific extension (ex. ρapricot maps w1 to all apricots 

in w1, w2 to all apricots in w2, etc.). The author uses an OID to identify their intensional relation (ex. 

“OID_02”). This association represents the author’s ontological commitment, linking the OID to extensional 

relational structures across all possible worlds that constitute the author’s set of intended models.  

To communicate this ontological commitment to putative3  readers, the author creates an ontological 

component OC (ex. OCOID_02), which includes the OID and a set S of statements with among them analytic 

entailments (ex. EX4, EX5, EX7 as in the earlier example). From S, an entailment-based meaning specification 

(EBMS) can be derived (ex. EX1*, EX2*, EX4, EX5 from the same example).  

As the reader works to understand the EBMS, they develop their own ontological commitment and 

therefore have their own mapping between the OID and extensional relational structures across all possible 

worlds. These constitute the reader’s set of intended models, referred to as “understood models” to distinguish 

them from the author’s intended models. 

The ultimate goal of the OC’s author is that for each world w, the corresponding extensional relational 

structure of the reader’s understood model is identical to the extensional relational structure of their intended 

model in that world. This implies that author and reader have identical intensional relations and consequently 

identical ontological commitments. However, this identity cannot be verified in practice, as there might be a 

very large number of possible worlds. Thus, the author’s objective is to approximate this identity rather than 

achieve it perfectly. Resulting from these considerations, the following definition of an ontological 

component is proposed: 

 

Ontological component=def. An information content entity including an ontological identifier (OID), a set 

of OC statements, and a set of OID statements S, designed with the goal that the intensional relation derived 

by the reader from the understanding of the entailment-based meaning specification derived from S is 

identical to the intensional relation that the author associates to this OID. 

5. Discussion 

This work addresses the challenge of accurately representing and communicating the meaning of an 

ontological term through the use of ontological components. We methodologically followed the conception 

proposed by Guarino et al. (2009) by equating the meaning of an ontological component with an intensional 

relation. This approach has faced criticism, notably from Neuhaus (Neuhaus, 2017), who argues that defining 

conceptualization as intensional relations fails to capture: 1) the complexity of human conceptualizations, 2) 

the possibility of incomplete knowledge, and 3) the reality of the conceptual division of labor. While these 

critiques are relevant, addressing them in totality lies beyond the scope of this work. Here, intensional 

relations are employed as practical tools for representing and operationalizing meaning, without assuming its 

location within individual cognitive structures or its equivalence to conceptualization. Given the influence of 

 
3 We consider only for now readers such as envisioned by the author but recognize that the actual readers may differ from this 

expectation.  
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Guarino et al.’s conception of an ontology, they provide a useful tool to present a switch from an ontology-

centered conception to a conception centered around ontological components (OC).  

Examples in this work are restricted to intensional relations represented in DL as concepts. We are currently 

exploring the application of this approach to other DL structures, including roles and datatypes. Preliminary 

analysis suggests that the proposed formalism is broadly applicable. Indeed, most role characteristics can be 

expressed by subsumption axioms. For example, the axiom “∃OID_06.⏉⊑ OID_07 ” asserts that OID_07 

is a domain of the role “OID_06”, which can be represented e.g., as a sufficient condition on OID_07 within 

our approach. However, not all role characteristics can be expressed in this manner (consider asymmetry). 

Note that even general class axioms can be represented in our approach. For example, an axiom such as 

“∃OID_28.⏉⊑ ∃OID_10.OID_11” cannot be directly translated in an OID statement as neither “∃

OID_28.⏉” nor  “∃OID_10.OID_11” can serve as the subject of a valid OID statement. However, it can be 

represented by creating a dedicated ontological component with a specific OID that points at one of the 

intensional relations evocated by the general class axiom (in the example above, creating an OID equivalent 

to ∃OID_28.⏉ or to ∃OID_10.OID_11) and expressing the general class axiom as a necessary or sufficient 

condition statement on this OID. 

Future work will propose a comprehensive evaluation to specify the logical foundations underpinning 

ontological components. This analysis might take place within the broader framework of modular ontology 

logic, leveraging well-established logical properties such as locality (Cuenca Grau et al., 2006) and 

conservative extension (Lutz et al., 2007), which would offer a formal foundation.  

The intensional relations introduced in this paper are grounded in possible worlds semantics, as they have 

an extension in each possible world. However, the approach proposed by Guarino et al. assumes a fixed 

domain, meaning that the elements composing these extensions exist in every possible world. The use of 

variable-domain semantics (Priest, 2008), which allows elements of the universe of discourse to exist in some 

worlds but not in others, will be considered in future works, as it could enable the representation of potential 

or fictional entities. 

Another important feature of ontological components is the improved characterization of statements, 

whether in formal or natural language. By explicitly distinguishing between analytic and synthetic statements, 

our framework enables authors to differentiate the defining features of a component—captured in analytic 

statements—from non-defining features that offer heuristics to aid user understanding. Additionally, 

clarifying the type of condition expressed, allows for a more precise characterization of natural language 

statements, such as a necessary and sufficient condition, compared to the annotation property IAO_0000115, 

which is used irrespective of the condition expressed. 

The integration of natural language statements with the formal statements has already been proposed, 

notably by Neuhaus in the form of an “annotated logic theory” in (Neuhaus, 2018). The author highlights the 

importance of assertive annotations for capturing information not represented by logical axioms and 

clarifying potential ambiguities in vocabulary and axioms. However, since the interpretation of these 

annotations are carried out in parallel with that of the logical axioms, inconsistencies may arise between the 

logical theory and the assertive annotations in an annotated logical theory. Incorporating elements of natural 

language into the logical vocabulary and providing a unified framework for their interpretation helps mitigate 

this issue.  

The proposed formal definition of an ontological component’s meaning aims to enhance the semantic 

robustness of ontological terms in view of the phenomena of meaning holism and reference indeterminacy. 

In our context, it is worth noting that the classical phenomenon of indeterminacy of reference concerns here 
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the question of which intensional relation is identified by an OID, for each agent using this OID: since 

intensional relation is a good proxy for meaning, we have here a phenomenon of indeterminacy of meaning 

rather than indeterminacy of reference. Similarly, the classical phenomenon of meaning holism is here 

reflected in the fact that the meaning specification of an ontological component depends on the meaning 

specification of other ontological components (namely, those that are associated with OIDs recursively 

mentioned by the statements in the meaning specification). Therefore, the corresponding phenomenon should 

rather be named here “meaning specification holism.” 

Ontologies serve diverse purposes, ranging from hierarchically structured controlled vocabularies—where 

annotations and comments play a vital role in providing a standardized set of community-approved terms—

to information systems that leverage their logical foundations to answer data queries. Our approach aims to 

provide added value for these purposes. First, an ontological component functions as a repository of meaning 

postulates, enhancing maintainability and usability as a reference resource and would allow a better 

compartmentalization of meaning and meaning dependencies. This positions it as a foundational element 

upstream of information systems. Second, aggregating OWL-translated OID statements from multiple 

ontological components would ease the creation and maintenance of ontologies tailored to specific 

information systems. This would ensure that ontological components can be effectively integrated at every 

stage of ontology development and deployment. Notably, they are also expected to address two key 

challenges in applied ontologies: reuse and versioning.  

Reusing ontologies (i.e., importing parts of one ontology into another) is a fundamental practice in ontology 

design, but it has become increasingly challenging, especially when imports are layered or chained. One 

major issue is the risk of altering the meaning of a class when it is imported into a different context. By using 

ontological components, it would be possible to automatically verify whether importing an ontological 

component into a collection alters its analytic deductive closure or that of the receiving elements, providing 

an indication of any potential meaning distortion.  

Version control has been widely discussed in the context of ontologies. Neuhaus, for instance, highlights 

the importance of versions in ontology definition (“An ontology of a domain is a document that is realized 

by a network of ontology versions about the domain.” in Neuhaus, 2018). Since ontologies evolve over time, 

different versions of the same ontology can be associated with different sets of formulas.  

Although recent efforts have been made to formalize the description of changes (Hegde et al., 2024), 

version documentation in practice is often limited to modifying the version date in the ontology’s metadata 

and applying it to the entire ontology without identifying which specific classes have been modified. This 

becomes even more problematic when users import only a subset of an ontology, which may include 

thousands of classes, leaving it unclear which ones are affected by the update. 

Moreover, different types of modifications—such as adding or removing classes or correcting 

typographical errors in annotations—can have significantly different impacts. While changes to axioms can 

be objectively evaluated using a reasoner, modifications to natural language definitions are far more 

challenging to assess, particularly when determining whether creating a new term is warranted. In addition, 

the decision to deprecate certain terms also introduces unique challenges for users who rely on those terms. 

Versioning at the level of individual ontological components would allow differentiating between such 

changes and offer more fine-grained control, allowing formal changes to be objectively characterized by 

modifications to the element’s deductive closure. Both these applications will be more carefully evaluated in 

further works. 

  



 P. Fabry et al. / From conceptualization to operationalized meaning via ontological components 

 

 

References 

Arp, R., Smith, B., & Spear, A. D. (2015). Building ontologies with basic formal ontology. The MIT Press; 

WorldCat. 

Barton, A., Fabry, P., & Ethier, J.-F. (2024). Meaning Holism and Indeterminacy of Reference in Ontologies. 

Formal Ontology in Information Systems. Proceedings of the 14th International Conference (FOIS 

2024). 

Borst, P., Akkermans, H., & Top, J. (1997). Engineering ontologies. International Journal of Human-

Computer Studies, 46(2‑3), 365‑406. https://doi.org/10.1006/ijhc.1996.0096 

Courtot, M., Gibson, F., Lister, A. L., Malone, J., Schober, D., Brinkman, R. R., & Ruttenberg, A. (2011). 

MIREOT : The minimum information to reference an external ontology term. Applied Ontology, 6(1), 

23‑33. https://doi.org/10.3233/AO-2011-0087 

Cuenca Grau, B., Horrocks, I., Kazakov, Y., & Sattler, U. (2008). Modular Reuse of Ontologies : Theory and 

Practice. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 31, 273‑318. https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.2375 

Cuenca Grau, B., Horrocks, I., Motik, B., Parsia, B., Patel-Schneider, P., & Sattler, U. (2008). OWL 2 : The 

next step for OWL. Journal of Web Semantics, 6(4), 309‑322. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.websem.2008.05.001 

Cuenca Grau, B., Parsia, B., Sirin, E., & Kalyanpur, A. (2006). Modularity and web ontologies. Proceedings 

of the Tenth International Conference on Principles of Knowledge Representation and Reasoning, 

198‑208. 

Del Vescovo, C., Horridge, M., Parsia, B., Sattler, U., Schneider, T., & Zhao, H. (2020). Modular Structures 

and Atomic Decomposition in Ontologies. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 69. 

https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.1.12151 

Del Vescovo, C., Klinov, P., Parsia, B., Sattler, U., Schneider, T., & Tsarkov, D. (2012). Syntactic vs. 

Semantic Locality : How Good Is a Cheap Approximation? (arXiv:1207.1641). arXiv. 

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1207.1641 

Fabry, P., Barton, A., & Ethier, J.-F. (2023). Version control for interdependent ontologies : Challenges and 

first propositions. Proceedings of the International Conference on Biomedical Ontologies 2023 

together with the Workshop on Ontologies for Infectious and Immune-Mediated Disease Data 

Science (OIIDDS 2023) and the FAIR Ontology Harmonization and TRUST Data Interoperability 

Workshop (FOHTI 2023), 3603, 154‑165. https://ceur-ws.org/Vol-3603/Paper14.pdf 

Fitting, M. (2022). Intensional Logic. In E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Éds.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy (Winter 2022). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2022/entries/logic-intensional/ 

Ganzha, M., Paprzycki, M., Pawłowski, W., Szmeja, P., & Wasielewska, K. (2017). Semantic interoperability 

in the Internet of Things : An overview from the INTER-IoT perspective. Journal of Network and 

Computer Applications, 81, 111‑124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jnca.2016.08.007 

Genesereth, M. R., & Nilsson, N. J. (1987). Logical Foundations of Artificial Intelligence. Elsevier Science. 

Gruber, T. R. (1993). A translation approach to portable ontology specifications. Knowledge Acquisition, 

5(2), 199‑220. https://doi.org/10.1006/knac.1993.1008 

Guarino, N., Oberle, D., & Staab, S. (2009). What Is an Ontology? In S. Staab & R. Studer (Éds.), Handbook 

on Ontologies (p. 1‑17). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92673-3_0 

Hegde, H., Vendetti, J., Goutte-Gattat, D., Caufield, J. H., Graybeal, J. B., Harris, N. L., Karam, N., 

Kindermann, C., Matentzoglu, N., Overton, J. A., Musen, M. A., & Mungall, C. J. (2024). A Change 



 P. Fabry et al. / From conceptualization to operationalized meaning via ontological components 

 

 

Language for Ontologies and Knowledge Graphs (arXiv:2409.13906). arXiv. 

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2409.13906 

Horrocks, I., Kutz, O., & Sattler, U. (2006, juin 2). The Even More Irresistible SROIQ. International 

Conference on Principles of Knowledge Representation and Reasoning. 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/The-Even-More-Irresistible-SROIQ-Horrocks-

Kutz/0384c7654fd861043bd4d20fd113f79dbc0f1723 

Jackman, H. (2020). Meaning Holism. In E. N. Zalta (Éd.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 

2020). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2020/entries/meaning-holism/ 

Kamdar, M. R., Tudorache, T., & Musen, M. A. (2017). A systematic analysis of term reuse and term overlap 

across biomedical ontologies. Semantic Web, 8(6), 853‑871. Scopus. https://doi.org/10.3233/SW-

160238 

Karan, E. P., Irizarry, J., & Haymaker, J. (2016). BIM and GIS Integration and Interoperability Based on 

Semantic Web Technology. Journal of Computing in Civil Engineering, 30(3), 04015043. 

https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)CP.1943-5487.0000519 

Liyanage, H., Krause, P., & De Lusignan, S. (2015). Using ontologies to improve semantic interoperability 

in health data. Journal of Innovation in Health Informatics, 22(2), 309‑315. 

https://doi.org/10.14236/jhi.v22i2.159 

Lutz, C., Walther, D., & Wolter, F. (2007). Conservative Extensions in Expressive Description Logics. 

Proceedings of the 20th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 458. 

Matentzoglu, N., Malone, J., Mungall, C., & Stevens, R. (2018). MIRO : Guidelines for minimum 

information for the reporting of an ontology. Journal of Biomedical Semantics, 9(1), 6. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13326-017-0172-7 

Menzel, C. (2024). Possible Worlds. In E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Éds.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy (Summer 2024). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2024/entries/possible-worlds/ 

Munn, K., & Smith, B. (2008). Applied ontology : An introduction. Ontos Verl. 

Neuhaus, F. (2017). On the definition of « ontology ». Proceedings of the Joint Ontology Workshops 2017 

Episode 3: The Tyrolean Autumn of Ontology, 2050. Scopus. 

Neuhaus, F. (2018). What is an Ontology? (arXiv:1810.09171). arXiv. http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.09171 

Neuhaus, F., & Hastings, J. (2022). Ontology development is consensus creation, not (merely) representation. 

Applied Ontology, 17(4), 495‑513. https://doi.org/10.3233/AO-220273 

Neuhaus, F., & Smith, B. (2008). Modelling Principles and Methodologies – Relations in Anatomical 

Ontologies. In A. Burger, D. Davidson, & R. Baldock (Éds.), Anatomy Ontologies for Bioinformatics 

(Vol. 6, p. 289‑306). Springer London. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-84628-885-2_14 

Priest, G. (Éd.). (2008). Variable Domain Modal Logics. In An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic : From 

If to Is (2e éd., p. 329‑348). Cambridge University Press; Cambridge Core. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511801174.020 

Quine, W. V. (2013). Word and object (New ed, 1‑1 online resource (xxx, 277 pages)). MIT Press; WorldCat. 

http://site.ebrary.com/id/10651990 

RDF 1.1 Concepts and Abstract Syntax. (2014). https://www.w3.org/TR/rdf-concepts/#dfn-plain-literal 

Rey, G. (2023). The Analytic/Synthetic Distinction. In E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Éds.), The Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2023). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2023/entries/analytic-synthetic/ 



 P. Fabry et al. / From conceptualization to operationalized meaning via ontological components 

 

 

Schulz, S., Brochhausen, M., & Hoehndorf, R. (2011). Higgs bosons, mars missions, and unicorn delusions : 

How to deal with terms of dubious reference in scientific ontologies. Proceedings of the 2nd 

International Conference on Biomedical Ontology., 833, 183‑189. Scopus. 

Seppälä, S., Ruttenberg, A., Schreiber, Y., & Smith, B. (2016). Definitions in ontologies. Cahiers de 

Lexicologie, 109(2), 175‐207. 

Seppälä, S., Ruttenberg, A., & Smith, B. (2016). The Functions of Definitions in Ontologies. In R. Ferrario 

& W. Kuhn (Éds.), Formal Ontology in Information Systems. Proceedings of the Ninth International 

Conference (FOIS 2016) (p. 37‑50). IOS Pres. https://philarchive.org/rec/SEPTFO 

Seppälä, S., Ruttenberg, A., & Smith, B. (2017). Guidelines for writing definitions in ontologies. Ciência da 

Informação, 46(1), 73‑88. 

Slater, L. T., Gkoutos, G. V., Schofield, P. N., & Hoehndorf, R. (2016). To MIREOT or not to MIREOT? A 

case study of the impact of using MIREOT in the Experimental Factor Ontology (EFO). Proceedings 

of the Joint International Conference on Biological Ontology and BioCreative, 1747. 

Smith, B., Ashburner, M., Rosse, C., Bard, J., Bug, W., Ceusters, W., Goldberg, L. J., Eilbeck, K., Ireland, 

A., Mungall, C. J., Leontis, N., Rocca-Serra, P., Ruttenberg, A., Sansone, S.-A., Scheuermann, R. H., 

Shah, N., Whetzel, P. L., & Lewis, S. (2007). The OBO Foundry : Coordinated evolution of 

ontologies to support biomedical data integration. Nature biotechnology, 25(11), 1251. 

https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt1346 

Smith, B., & Ceusters, W. (2015). Aboutness : Towards foundations for the information artifact ontology. 

Proceedings of the Sixth International Conference on Biomedical Ontology (ICBO), 1515. Scopus. 

Studer, R., Benjamins, V. R., & Fensel, D. (1998). Knowledge engineering : Principles and methods. Data 

& Knowledge Engineering, 25(1‑2), 161‑197. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-023X(97)00056-6 

Szabó, Z. G. (2024). Compositionality. In E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Éds.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy (Fall 2024). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2024/entries/compositionality/ 

Tomaszuk, D., & Haudebourg, T. (2024). RDF 1.2 Schema. https://www.w3.org/TR/rdf12-schema/#ch_label 

Zalta, E. N. (2024). Gottlob Frege. In E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Éds.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy (Fall 2024). Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University. 

https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2024/entries/frege/ 
 


